permit the binding with a "that" -clause. Yet, recognizing the fact that acquaintance conveys certain kinds of knowledge, one may attempt to express this distinction as follows:
(1) "S is acquainted with x" means the same as "S knows x"; (2) "S is acquainted with x" means, among other things, "S knows that x is F".
Here'S' stands for a subject, person (referred to by a proper name or by an individuating description); 'x' is an individual variable ranging over the objects of a specified universe of discourse; and 'F' is a monadic predicate applicable to these objects (via their names or descriptions). Notice the shift of emphasis from "acquainted" to "knows," so that both (1) and (2) can be taken as possible contextual definitions of the phrase "to be acquainted with." Of course, case (2) allows for various variations which would state an entire family of possible contextual definitions, such as:
Interestingly, Russell seemed to prefer our possibility (2a), while at the same time he embraced the case (1) which reduces acquaintance to its nonpropositional variant. 2 This hybrid conception of Russell has apparently been responsible for many misunderstandings and polemical discussions found in the literature dealing with this topic. In addition, the verb "knows" seems to be in need of clarification, so that one might object that the schemata (1) and (2) try to reduce one obscure epistemic notion to another. An obvious reply is that, even if its meaning is not quite clear, the verb "knows" expresses a fundamental epistemic concept which has been elucidated in numerous philosophical contributions. If the concept of knowledge is being defined by more fundamental epistemic concepts (such as Chisholm's evidence, reasonability, or acceptability),3 then no harm will be done by applying our
